The following corrections to the proofs of this article were inadvertantly omitted by the publisher. On page 19, the last three lines of the first paragraph should have read "In the absence of the full data for the four replications the case presented for systematic overaugmentation is not convincing. I show below that in fact the average overestimation is no more than the average underestimation." On page 23, under Conclusions, the third sentence should have read "Tateno's and Nei's critique to the contrary is a result of a biased sample of internodal link distances."
